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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: Further discussions regarding the FMC flow model for design of extraction network for Superfund remedy
Date: Monday, November 23, 2015 5:12:48 PM


From: Zavala, Bernie 
Sent: Monday, November 16, 2015 3:12 PM
To: Ross, Randall <Ross.Randall@epa.gov>
Cc: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Subject: Further discussions regarding the FMC flow model for design of extraction network for
 Superfund remedy
 
Randall,
 
Jonathan and I call you this afternoon around 2:00 p.m. and you were not in the office.  We wanted
 to discuss in further detail the short conversation we had this morning regarding your second
 thoughts on the modeling runs that were presented last Friday by MWH/FMC,  which took place last
 Friday 11/13/2015.  You mentioned that you would be willing to put together comments that EPA-


Region 10 could forward to MWH regarding concerns on what was presented on November 11th,
 please do so.  I also have some concerns and it could of been addressed if I was present during the
 call or because I didn’t hear the narrative that went with the presentation.  It looks, from my
 observation that  pumping 505 gpm with 11-extraction wells will not contain the groundwater flow
 field that needs to be contained and the distributions of “K” map or distribution of known K doesn’t
 match with the updated model.  The updated K distributions seem odd.  Also, why wasn’t a model
 run performed to determine what was needed to contain all of the flow paths.
 
I’m available tomorrow from 8:30 a.m. to 10:00 a.m. and then again any time after 12:00 p.m.
 tomorrow.
 
Bernie
 
********************************
Bernie Zavala, Hydrogeologist, LG LHG
US EPA, Region 10
Office of Environmental Assessment
1200 6th Avenue, OEA-095
Seattle, WA   98101
Phone: 206-553-1562
Zavala.Bernie@EPA.Gov
*********************************
 



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=EB63580F70DD4D598779BB89417DEECC-WILLIAMS, JONATHAN

mailto:McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov

mailto:Zavala.Bernie@EPA.Gov






From: Williams, Jonathan
To: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: daily summary 11/16/15
Date: Monday, November 23, 2015 5:12:15 PM


From: Cliff Merrill [mailto:Cliff.Merrill@akana.us] 
Sent: Monday, November 16, 2015 3:22 PM
To: greutert_ed@bah.com; woodruff_mary@bah.com
Cc: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Bill Renfroe <bill.renfroe@akana.us>; Tim
 Norman <Tim.Norman@akana.us>; kwright@sbtribes.com; susanh@ida.net
Subject: daily summary 11/16/15
 
Today CB&I loaded haul trucks with ET cap soil from the west borrow area.  The material was hauled
 to all three soil ET cap RA’s (RA-E South, RA-H East, RA-H West).  This material was dumped in
 various low areas (determined from the survey crew), then finish-graded by dozers to the 30”
 compacted lift.  RA-H West was also wetted-down and prepped in several areas for the remaining
 density/compaction tests.  MTI said they have about five more density/compaction tests to run in
 RA-H West.  K/W began filling in the car dumper hole with an excavator this morning from base
 gravel dumped next to the hole hauled by rental trucks, and they continued this operation in the
 afternoon.  K/W also had rental trucks haul and dump pit-run gravel in the northeast side of RA-G
 North on both sides of the paved road where there are drop-offs and a K/W loader filled-in the low
 areas.  There was light snow flurries all morning till mid-afternoon with a breeze in the teens, and
 temperature range of approximately 23-34 F.  Tomorrow the seeding is scheduled to begin in the
 three ET soil cap RA’s and finish grading and density testing will continue and approach completion. 
 Cliff Merrill will be on the project tomorrow.
 


Cliff Merrill 
FMC Project Oversight
 


Akana
6400 SE Lake Road, Suite 270
Portland, OR  97222
 


O: (503) 652-9090         M: (208) 221-0767
Cliff.Merrill@akana.us
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: daily summary 11/17/15
Date: Monday, November 23, 2015 5:08:14 PM


From: Cliff Merrill [mailto:Cliff.Merrill@akana.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 3:55 PM
To: greutert_ed@bah.com; woodruff_mary@bah.com
Cc: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Bill Renfroe <bill.renfroe@akana.us>; Tim
 Norman <Tim.Norman@akana.us>; kwright@sbtribes.com; susanh@ida.net
Subject: daily summary 11/17/15
 
Today CB&I continued to load trucks with ET cap soil in the west borrow area and this material was
 hauled to all three ET cap soil RA’s; RA-E South, RA-H East, and RA-H West, then dumped in low
 areas and finish graded.  The seeding crew was put on hold because CB&I thought that RA-H East
 would be ready by now, but they are still finish grading in that RA-H East.  K/W moved FMC’s grey
 rail cars last Sunday from the north tracks to the tracks in RA-A to the south and west of the office
 trailers.  They did this Sunday to avoid the truck traffic that has to travel over the tracks.  K/W also
 continued to fill in the car dumper  hole using a loader and excavator with base gravel that was
 hauled by rented trucks and unloaded next to the car dumper hole.  The weather today was mostly
 cloudy, no precipitation, breeze from about 5-15 mi/hr, and temperature range from 30-38 F. 
 Tomorrow CB&I should be getting close to being done with finish grading in the ET soil cap RA’s and
 then seeding will start.  Cliff Merrill will be on the project tomorrow.
 


Cliff Merrill 
FMC Project Oversight
 


Akana
6400 SE Lake Road, Suite 270
Portland, OR  97222
 


O: (503) 652-9090         M: (208) 221-0767
Cliff.Merrill@akana.us
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: FMC OU RDRA Monthly Report #29- October 2015
Date: Monday, November 23, 2015 5:11:55 PM
Attachments: 2015-11-16 FMC OU RDRA Monthly Report 29 for October 2015.pdf


From: Rob Hartman [mailto:Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 16, 2015 5:23 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Cc: Greutert, Ed [USA] <greutert_ed@bah.com>; Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>;
 susanh@ida.net; Bruce.Olenick@deq.idaho.gov; Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov;
 Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Marguerite Carpenter <MARGUERITE.CARPENTER@fmc.com>; David
 Heineck <davidh@SummitLaw.com>
Subject: FMC OU RDRA Monthly Report #29- October 2015
 
Jonathan:
 
Please find attached the FMC OU RDRA Monthly Report #29 for October 2015 as required
 under Paragraph 55 of the FMC Plant OU RDRA Unilateral Administrative Order reporting
 on the status of implementation of the Remedial Design / Remedial Action work. This
 report covers the time period from October 1 to October 31, 2015.   Please call Marjo
 Carpenter at (215) 299-6210 or me at (801) 617-3256 if you have any questions.  Thank
 you,
 
Rob J. Hartman
MWH Americas, Inc.
Direct: (801) 617-3256
Fax: (801) 617-4200
Cell: (208) 241-8216
Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com
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2890 East Cottonwood Parkway Tel:  801 617-3200 Building a Better World 
Suite 300 Fax: 801 617-4200 
Salt Lake City, UT  84121 



 



 
 
Via email 
 
November 16, 2015 
 
Jonathan Williams 
Remedial Project Manager, Superfund Program 
US EPA, Region 10 
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900 
Seattle, WA 98101  
 
RE: MONTHLY REPORT NO. 29 – OCTOBER 2015 



FMC Operable Unit of the Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site 
 Unilateral Administrative Order for Remedial Design and Remedial Action 
 Docket No. CERCLA-10-2013-0116    



 
Dear Mr. Williams: 
 
This is the monthly progress report concerning the FMC Plant OU (the site) submitted pursuant  
to Paragraph 55 of the subject Unilateral Administrative Order for Remedial Design and 
Remedial Action (UAO), effective June 20, 2013.  This report describes actions taken and 
progress made at the site from October 1 through 31, 2015.  
 
a) ACTIONS TAKEN DURING THE TIME PERIOD 



Submitted deliverables (listed in item c) and began preparation of deliverables (listed in item 
d) as required based on the effective date of the subject UAO.  



Soil and Groundwater Remedial Design 
 



 On October 21, 2015, FMC submitted responses to EPA’s September 30, 2015 
comments on the revised Pre-Final Remedial Design Report and Draft Remedial Action Work 
Plan for the Soil Remedial Action, the revised Draft Performance Standard Verification Plan 
(PVSP), and the Operation, Monitoring and Maintenance (OM&M) Plan.  The revised pages, 
sections and drawings for the affected documents were attached to FMC’s response to 
EPA comments. 



 FMC continued preparation of the Groundwater Remedy Intermediate (60%) 
Engineering Design.  Completion of the Groundwater Remedy Intermediate 
Engineering Design submittal is pending further evaluations of the pneumatic test data 
and additional updates to the groundwater flow model based on continuing discussions 
with and submittals to EPA as further detailed in items c) and d).   
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Site-Wide Grading 



Site-wide grading activities were substantially completed in October 2015.  The following 
activities were completed or ongoing during the reporting period: 



 Air monitoring (ongoing) 
 Completed crushing and screening of slag on October 26, 2015 
 Completed placing screened slag and capillary break material in RA-C 
 Completed grading of RA-F on October 30, 2015 
 Demobilization of crushing and screening equipment 



 
2015 ET Capping 
 
The 2015 ET capping activities began in October 2015.  The following activities 
commenced and were ongoing during the reporting period: 



 Air monitoring (ongoing) 
 Excavated, moisture conditioned and stockpiled ET cap soils in the Western 



Undeveloped Area borrow area (ongoing) 
 Began placing soil layer for ET cap at RA-E South 
 Began placing soil layer for ET cap at RA-H East  



 
 Summary of Air Monitoring Results.  Pursuant to the Dust Control and Air Monitoring Plan 



(DCAMP), the UAO monthly report includes a listing of periods when the particulate 
trigger level was exceeded and periods of E-Sampler downtime. There were no periods 
of E-sampler downtime during October 2015.  Exceedances of the total suspended 
particulate (TSP) trigger level of 152 µg/m3 occurred on two different days during 
October 2015.  



Alarm conditions are summarized in the table below.  Comments provided in the table 
identify events that were partially or entirely attributable to off-site sources, such as 
wildfires, agricultural activities, or weather conditions.  Note that the meteorological  
conditions shown for each event attributable to an off-site source represent averages or 
trends for the entire period (rather than conditions at the start of the event). Additional 
data assessment and evaluation will be provided in the quarterly air monitoring report 
for the fourth quarter of 2015 (4Q15), which will be submitted concurrently with the 
January 2016 monthly report. 
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Summary of E-Sampler Alarm Events, October 2015 
 



Start 
Date/ 
Time 



Sampler 
ID 



TSP 
Reading 
(µg/m3) 



Delta from 
Upwind 



Reading(a) 
(µg/m3) 



Action 
Taken 



Weather 
Conditions 



Comments 



10-8-15 
9:51 AM 



ES-6 218.3 214.0 Applied 
additional 



water 



SW Wind: 8.7 mph 
Humidity: 60.0% 
Rain: 0.00 inches 



Sampler on NE side of Crusher 
/Stacker Area at RA-F North 



10-21-15 
7:01 AM 



To 
11:05 AM 



All 
Samplers 



Maximum 
2552 



(ES-6) 



N/A N/A S Wind: 2-4 mph 
Humidity: 100.0% 
Rain: 0.00 inches 



False alarms at all samplers due 
to dense fog throughout the 
site.  Relative humidity at 
100% during entire event. 



 
(a)Difference between TSP readings of upwind sampler and alarming sampler. 
mph – miles per hour 
N/A –  not applicable 



 
b) SUMMARY OF SAMPLING RESULTS AND DATA RECEIVED DURING THE 



TIME PERIOD   



 Air monitoring pursuant to the Dust Control and Air Monitoring Plan (DCAMP) continued 
throughout October 2015. Ongoing air monitoring data were received and reported to 
EPA on a weekly basis for data collected through October 24, 2015. 



 FMC received a partial set of geotechnical laboratory results for the samples collected 
per the RA-G Infiltration Basin / Gallery Geotechnical Evaluation Work Plan field 
work performed in September.  The balance of the laboratory results are expected to be 
received during the week of November 16.  The results will be provided in the 
Groundwater Remedy Intermediate (60%) Engineering Design submittal. 



c) PLANS, REPORTS AND OTHER DELIVERABLES SUBMITTED DURING 
THE TIME PERIOD 



Site-Wide Grading 



 As requested by EPA, FMC submitted on October 7, 14, and 27 weekly air monitoring 
reports (TSP reports) #40 through #43 for the weekly reporting periods from 
September 28 through October 24, 2015. 



2015 ET Capping 



 On October 1, 2015, FMC submitted to EPA a revised Contractor’s Construction Plan 
(Appendix A of the Draft Remedial Action Work Plan [RAWP]) and revised 
Contractor’s Construction Quality Control Plan (Appendix B of the RAWP) for the 
2015 ET Capping Phase. 
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 On October 2, 2015, FMC submitted to EPA a revised Contractor’s Health and Safety 
Plan, Rev 4 (Appendix J of the Draft Remedial Action Work Plan [RAWP]) and a 
Project Overview Bar Chart for the 2015 ET Capping Phase (Figure 6-2 of the RAWP). 



 On October 15, 2015 FMC submitted a response to EPA’s October 14, 2015 comments 
on the updated versions of the Contractor’s Construction Plan, Construction Quality Control 
Plan, and Health and Safety Plan. 



 Based on additional EPA comments and direction dated October 15, 2015, on October 
30, 2015, FMC submitted redline/strikeout versions of the Contractor’s Construction Plan, 
Construction Quality Control Plan and Health and Safety Plan that showed the updated text in 
yellow highlight as originally submitted on October 1 and 2, 2015 and revisions in 
redline/strikeout that addressed EPA’s October 14, 2015 comments, as reflected in 
FMC’s October 15, 2015 response to EPA’s comments, and further revisions to address 
EPA’s October 15, 2015 additional comments.  FMC also submitted geotechnical field 
density data reports for the collocated soil density tests using the in-situ nuclear and 
sand cone test methods. 



Cap Design 
 



 On October 21, 2015, FMC submitted responses to EPA’s September 30, 2015 
comments on the revised Pre-Final Remedial Design Report and Draft Remedial Action Work 
Plan for the Soil Remedial Action, the revised Draft Performance Standard Verification Plan 
(PVSP), and the Operation, Monitoring and Maintenance (OM&M) Plan.  The revised pages, 
sections and drawings for the affected documents were attached to FMC’s responses to 
the EPA comments. 



 On October 16, 2015 FMC submitted a design clarification and additional basis for 
design of the ET caps at RA-F1 and RA-F2.  The submittal was in response to EPA’s 
request for additional information on the elimination of the requirement for the capillary 
break and screened slag layers at RA-F1 and RA-F2. The FMC submittal included the 
following revisions to the Pre-Final Engineering Design Submittal and RAWP for the 
Soil Remedy that clarify and provide the design basis for the RA-F1 and RA-F2 ET cap 
design:    



o Remedial Design Report, July 2015 – pages 4-8, 4-9, 5-6 and 5-7 (new text shown in 
yellow highlight) 



o Drawings G-8 (added Detail 1B) and 2-22, 2-24 and 2-26 (Detail 1 callout revised to 
Detail 1B)  



o ET Cover Modeling Report (Appendix B-2 of the RDR) – entire revised report 
attached (new and revised text, and titles of new and revised figures and tables 
yellow highlighted) 



o Specification 02222 – page 8 (new text shown in yellow highlight) 
o Remedial Action Work Plan – pages 3-3, 3-4 and 4-2 (new and revised text shown in 



yellow highlight) 
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The revisions will be incorporated into the Final Engineering Design Submittal and 
RAWP following EPA review and approval. 



 On October 27, 2015 FMC submitted a draft Addendum to the FMC Operable Unit 
Pre-Final Remedial Design Report and Draft Remedial Action Plan for the Soil 
Remedial Action (July, 2015) for Commercial/Industrial Redevelopment within 
Remediation Area (RA) G (North).  The addendum provides information on the civil 
and structural engineering design for the redevelopment project and demonstrates that 
the subsurface structures and features will be equivalent to or more robust, in terms of 
meeting the IRODA and UAO performance standards, than the soil gamma cap 
prescribed for RA-G. 



Groundwater  



 FMC submitted a notification letter to EPA on October 12, 2015 providing 28-day 
advance notice that groundwater sampling pursuant to the Interim CERCLA 
Groundwater Monitoring Plan would be conducted on the 9th, 10th, and possibly 11th of 
November, 2015. 



 On October 7, 2015, FMC submitted responses to EPA’s September 30, 2015 
comments on the Data Report for the Results of Pneumatic Testing of Select FMC OU and Off-
Plant Groundwater Monitoring Wells for Hydraulic Conductivity. 



 On October 20, 2015, FMC submitted responses to EPA’s October 16, 2015 comments 
on the Data Report for the Results of Pneumatic Testing of Select FMC OU and Off-Plant 
Groundwater Monitoring Wells for Hydraulic Conductivity.  A compressed (zipped) file folder 
containing the additional AQTESOLV® files was attached as described in the response 
to comments.  A conference call between EPA and FMC was convened on October 21, 
2015 to discuss the results presented in the revised data report. 



 On October 30, 2015, FMC submitted to EPA a further revised Data Report for the Results 
of Pneumatic Testing of Select FMC OU and Off-Plant OU Groundwater Monitoring Wells for 
Hydraulic Conductivity.  The revisions were based on EPA’s October 16, 2015 comments 
(second set) on the data report and the October 21, 2015 EPA-FMC conference call to 
discuss the results presented in FMC’s October 20, 2015 response to EPA’s October 16 
comments.  A conference call was scheduled for November 4, 2015 to further discuss 
the revised data report and EPA’s clarifications on the refinements to the FMC 
groundwater flow model. 



d) ACTIONS SCHEDULED FOR THE NEXT TWO MONTHS 



Site-Wide Grading 



 Because the Site-Wide Grading phase construction was completed on October 30, 2015 
and only demobilization will occur during November, the Project Overview Bar Chart 
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has been “retired” and is not attached.  Demobilization of the crushing and screening 
equipment and heavy equipment is expected to be completed in November.    



2015 ET Capping 



 The 2015 ET cap construction tasks are scheduled to be completed on or about 
November 20, 2015 depending on weather / surface conditions and the Contractor’s 
ability to meet the required ET cap construction specifications.  Demobilization 
following the winter construction shutdown is expected to be completed during the 
week of November 23, 2015.  Because the 2015 ET capping construction work will 
demobilize during November, the Overview Bar Chart for the 2015 ET Capping Phase 
has been “retired” and is not attached. The following are the 2015 ET cap construction 
tasks:   
  
o Conduct air monitoring (ongoing) 
o Place soil layer for ET caps at RA-E South, RA-H East and RA-H West. 
o Excavate stormwater channels 6-1 and 6-2 
o Perform soil compaction testing and surveying to confirm minimum 30-inch soil 



layer thickness per the Contractor’s Construction Quality Control Plan and the 
Construction Quality Assurance Plan 



o Following confirmation of meeting the soil layer specification and dependent on 
weather / surface conditions, place soil amendment (fertilizer), drill seed and mulch   



o Place erosion control blankets on the eastern slope of RA-H East following 
placement of fertilizer, seed and mulch 



 
 Cap Design 
 
 FMC is awaiting EPA review/approval needed to finalize the Remedial Design Data Gap 



Report for the FMC Operable Unit (OU) dated January 2014, based on FMC’s supplemental 
responses to comments submitted to EPA on June 12, 2014.  



 After receipt of EPA comments on FMC’s October 21, 2015 responses to EPA’s 
September 30, 2015 comments on the revised Pre-Final Remedial Design Report and Draft 
Remedial Action Work Plan for the Soil Remedial Action, the revised Draft Performance Standard 
Verification Plan (PVSP), and the Operation, Monitoring and Maintenance (OM&M) Plan and 
EPA comments on FMC’s October 16, 2015 design clarifications and additional basis 
for design of the ET caps at RA-F1 and RA-F2, FMC will proceed with preparation and 
submittal of the Final Engineering Design Submittal and RAWP for the Soil Remedy. 



 After receipt of EPA comments on the draft Addendum to the FMC Operable Unit 
Pre-Final Remedial Design Report and Draft Remedial Action Plan for the Soil 
Remedial Action (July, 2015) for Commercial/Industrial Redevelopment within 
Remediation Area (RA) G (North), FMC will respond to those comments and revise the 
Addendum as appropriate.  FMC is working with the Project Proponent on a 
construction schedule and plans to submit that schedule to EPA when available. 
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Groundwater Design 



 FMC is awaiting EPA review/approval needed to finalize the Remedial Design Hydrogeologic 
Study Report, as revised in January 2015.  FMC submitted that revised report to EPA on 
January 9, 2015.  The revisions were based on FMC’s responses to EPA comments on 
the prior version and were shown in yellow-highlighted text. 



 FMC is preparing the Groundwater Remedy Intermediate (60%) Engineering Design for 
submittal to EPA for review and comment. In the RD/RA UAO September 2015 
monthly report submitted October 15, 2015, FMC requested an extension for submittal 
of the Groundwater Remedy Intermediate (60%) Design to November 27, 2015 in order 
to incorporate the evaluation of the pneumatic test data and reach preliminary consensus 
with EPA on the updated groundwater flow model.  Pursuant to EPA’s verbal approval 
on November 13, 2015, FMC will submit this deliverable by November 27, 2015. 



e) UNRESOLVED DELAYS ENCOUNTERED OR ANTICIPATED THAT MAY 
AFFECT THE SCHEDULE FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF WORK AND 
EFFORTS TO MITIGATE 



 As of the date of this progress report, FMC has not encountered and does not anticipate 
any unresolved delays that would affect the implementation schedule.  Actual and 
anticipated schedule modifications, which do not involve unresolved delays, are 
described in item f) below. 



f) MODIFICATIONS TO WORK PLANS OR SCHEDULES PROPOSED  
 
 Attached are the updated RD/RA Preliminary Schedules for the soil and groundwater 



remedies (Revision 9.4 to Tables 6-1 and 6-2 of the RDWP).  Revision 9.4 includes 
updates to reflect the actual schedule for FMC submittals following receipt of EPA 
comments and EPA approvals.   



 The Preliminary Schedule for the soil remedy reflects FMC’s submittal of responses to 
EPA’s comments and the revised Pre-Final Remedial Design Report and Draft Remedial 
Action Work Plan for the soil remedy on October 21, 2015 and a tentative schedule for 
submittal of the Final Engineering Design Submittal and RAWP on December 18, 2015. 
That schedule is premised on FMC’s receipt by November 27, 2015 of EPA’s final 
comments on the revised Pre-Final Remedial Design Report and Draft Remedial Action Work 
Plan for the Soil Remedial Action, the revised Draft Performance Standard Verification Plan 
(PVSP), the Operation, Monitoring and Maintenance (OM&M) Plan (submitted October 21), 
and the design clarification and additional basis for design of the ET caps at RA-F1 and 
RA-F2 (submitted October 16).     



 The Preliminary Schedule for the groundwater remedy has been revised based on FMC’s 
request for EPA approval of an extension for submittal of the 60% Intermediate RD 
that reflects the additional comments, discussions and revisions to the data report for 
the pneumatic test for hydraulic conductivity and for updating and calibrating the 
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groundwater flow model and performing additional groundwater extraction well 
configuration simulations.  Pursuant to EPA’s verbal approval on November 13, 2015, 
the schedule for submittal is November 27, 2015. 



 As discussed in item d) above, the Project Overview Bar Chart for the Site-Wide 
Grading Phase has been retired and is not attached.  Similarly, as the 2015 ET Capping 
Phase work will demobilize in November 2015, a revised Overview Bar Chart for the 
2015 ET Capping Phase is not attached. 



 If you have any questions concerning the monthly report, please feel free to call Rob Hartman 
at (801) 617-3256 or Marjo Carpenter at (215) 299-6210. 



 
Sincerely, 



                                                  
Rob Hartman 
RD Manager  
MWH Americas, Inc. 
 
cc: (as required under the UAO and as directed by EPA) 



Bruce Olenick, IDEQ 
Doug Tanner, IDEQ 
Scott Miller, IDEQ 
Kelly Wright, Shoshone-Bannock Tribes 
Susan Hanson, Shoshone-Bannock Tribes  











Soil Remedial Design / Remedial Action Preliminary Schedule (Rev 9.4) 



RD Deliverable/Work Element Schedule per UAO Baseline 1 Planned Revised Plan Actual



Submit Remedial Design Work Plan (RDWP) W/in 45 days EPA approval SC 8/12/2013



EPA Comments on RDWP NS 9/13/2013 10/28 and 12/12/2013



Submit Final RDWP 14 days or as specified by EPA 9/27/2013 12/19/2013



EPA Approval RDWP NS 10/14/2013 12/19/2013



RD Data Gap (DG) Acquisition Work Plan W/in 60 days EPA approval SC 7/15/2013



Gamma Cap (GC) Performance Evaluation Work Plan W/in 60 days EPA approval SC 7/15/2013



EPA approval of GC WP NS 8/16/2013 9/5/2013



EPA approval of DG WP NS 8/16/2013 10/22/2013



PT Field Work Per DG/GC Work Plans 8/26 to 9/27/2013 9/11 to 11/13/2013



Submit GC / DG PT Reports Per DG/GC Work Plans 10/25/2013 11/25/2013 / 1/28/14



EPA Comments on GC / DG PT Reports NS 11/22/2013 1/29, 2/20, 5/29/14



Submit Final DG PT Report 14 days or as specified by EPA 11/29/2013 3/14, 6/12/14, 6/1/15



EPA approval  DG PT Report NS 12/16/2014 5/29/2015



Submit Framework for AGCS NS NA 3/21/2014



EPA comments on Framework for AGCS NS NA 5/8/2014



Submit Gamma Cap Work Plan Addendum (GCWPA) NS NA 8/1/2014



EPA comments on GCWPA NS NA 10/8 and 11/12/2014



Submit response to EPA comments on GCWPA 14 days or as specified by EPA NA 10/14 and 10/31/14



Submit revised GCWPA NS 12/12/2014



EPA approval  of the GCWPA NS NA 4/3/2015



GCWPA Field Work NS NA 4/6 to 4/19/15



Submit GC Report Addendum (GCRA) Per GCWPA NA 6/5/2015



EPA Comments on GCRA NS NA 7/1/2015



Submit Final GCRA 14 days or as specified by EPA NA 7/31/2015



EPA approval GCRA NS NA 8/7/2015



Submit Soil Remedy - 90% Design Package for SW 
Grading and SMS and SWP / RA-J



 45 days after EPA approval of 
GC/DG PT reports



1/27/2014 
(Original 30% Soil)



3/3/2014



EPA Comments on 90% Design Package for SW 
Grading and SMS and SWP / RA-J



NS 3/6/2014 5/2/2014



Submit Final Design Package and Draft RAWP for SW 
Grading and SMS and SWP / RA-J



21 days after receipt of EPA 
comments on Pre-final RD



6/26/2014 6/2/2014



EPA review of FMC response to comments on Design 
for SW Grading and SMS and SWP / RA-J
EPA Comments on Draft RAWP for SW Grading and 
SMS and SWP/RA-J



NS NA 7/10/2014



Submit Final Design for SW Grading and SMS and 
SWP / RA-J and
Revised RAWP for SW Grading and SMS and 
SWP/RA-J and Contractor prepared plans



NS NS 7/18/2014



Distribute Final Emergency Response Plan to 
response agencies and schedule meeting(s)



NS NA 8/25/2014



EPA Approval RAWP for SW Grading and SMS and 
SWP / RA-J



NS NS 9/5/2014



Submit Final Site-Wide Grading Phase Design, Plans, 
Specifications and Supporting Documents, and 
Remedial Action Work Plan for Site-Wide Grading 
Phase as modified per EPA September 5, 2014 
approval with modifications



NS NS 9/15/2014



Bid Package Preparation - Soil Remedy NS NA 3/17/2014



Evaluate Bids / Recommendation NS NA 6/4/2014



Award Contract for SW Grading and SMS 45 days after EPA approval RAWP 7/10/2014 7/21/2014



Pre-Construction Inspection and Meeting 30 days after Award RA Contract 7/17/2014 9/9/2014



Start of Construction SW Grading and SMS 15 days after Pre-Con Meeting 7/28/2014 9/22/2014



Submit Soil Remedy - 30% Design Package for 
Gamma and ET Caps



 45 days after EPA approval of 
GC/DG PT reports



1/27/2014 3/3/2014



EPA Comments on 30% RD Package for Gamma and 
ET Caps



NS 3/6/2014 5/2/2014



Submit Soil Remedy Pre-Final (90/95%) RD Package 
for Gamma and ET Caps



 120 days after receipt of EPA 
comments on 30% RD



5/1/2014 1/21/2015



Remedial Design - Site-Wide (SW) Grading and Stormwater Management System (SMS) and Stormwater Pipe (SWP) and RA-J Elements 3



Execute PTs to Support Soil Remedial Design



Performance Testing (PT) Work Plans - Soil Remedy



Remedial Design Work Plan



Additional Gamma Cap Study (AGCS)



Remedial Design - Gamma and ET Caps



Remedial Contractor Procurement - Site-Wide (SW) Grading and SMS and SWP and RA-J Elements 3



Soil Remedial Action - Site-Wide (SW) Grading and SMS and SWP and RA-J Elements 2
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Soil Remedial Design / Remedial Action Preliminary Schedule (Rev 9.4) 



RD Deliverable/Work Element Schedule per UAO Baseline 1 Planned Revised Plan Actual



EPA Comments on Pre-Final RD Package for Gamma 
and ET Caps



NS 5/29/2014 6/3/2015



Submit draft revisions to Pre-Final RD Package per 
EPA comments



30 days after receipt of EPA 
comments on Pre-final RD



NA 7/6/2015



EPA Partial Approval of the Soil Remedy Revised Pre-
Final Remedial Design Report - ET caps



NS NA 8/7/2015



EPA comments on the resubmitted pages / documents 
of the Pre-Final Submittal



NS NA 9/30/2015



Submit Soil Remedy Pre-Final RD Package (revised 
pages, sections and/or drawings per EPA comments)



NS NA 10/21/2015



Submit Soil Remedy Final RD Package (Integrated for 
SW Grading, SMS, Gamma and ET Caps)



21 days after receipt of EPA 
concurrance/additional comments 



on revised Pre-final RD
6/26/2014 12/18/2015



Submit Draft RAWP Soil Remedy Concurrent with Pre-Final RD 5/1/2014 1/21/2015



EPA Comments on RAWP Soil Remedy NS 5/29/2014 6/3/2015



Submit draft revisions to the Draft RAWP Soil Remedy
30 days after receipt of EPA 
comments on Draft RAWP



NA 7/6/2015



Submit revised Draft PSVP and OM&M Plan Soil 
Remedy       



54 days3 after receipt of EPA 
comments on Draft PSVP/   OM&M 



Plan
NA 7/27/2015



EPA Partial Approval of the Soil Remedy Revised Draft 
Remedial Action Plan - ET caps



NS NA 8/7/2015



EPA comments on the resubmitted pages / documents 
of the RAWP Soil Remedy



NS NA 9/30/2015



Submit RAWP revised pages, sections and/or 
drawings per EPA comments



NS NA 10/21/2015



Submit Final RAWP Soil Remedy Concurrent with Final RD 6/26/2014 12/18/2015



EPA comments on the resubmitted Draft PSVP and 
OM&M Plan 



NS NA 9/30/2015



Submit PSVP and OM&M Plan revised pages, sections 
and/or drawings per EPA comments



10/21/2015



Submit Final PSVP and OM&M Plan Soil Remedy
21 days after receipt of EPA 



concurrance/additional comments 
on revised PSVP / OM&MP



NA 12/18/2015



Bid Package Preparation - Soil Remedy NS 5/5/2014 8/3/20154



Evaluate Bids / Recommendation NS 6/26/2014 9/30/20154



EPA Approval Soil Remedy Final RD and RAWP NS 7/7/2014 1/8/2016



EPA Approval Soil Remedy Other Supporting 
Documents (PSVP and OM&M Plan)



NS 7/7/2014 1/8/2016



Award Contract for Capping Phase 45 days after EPA approval RAWP 7/10/2014 9/30/20154



Start of Construction - Capping Phase (ET caps) 15 days after Pre-Con Meeting 7/28/2014 10/19/20154



Institutional Control Implementation and Assurance Plan Submit with 30% RD for Soil RA 1/27/2014 3/3/2014



EPA Comments on ICIAP NS 4/28/2014 5/2/20145



Submit revised Draft ICIAP NS NS 1/21/2015



EPA comments on Draft ICIAP NS NS 12/4/2015



Submit Final ICIAP 14 days or as specified by EPA 5/12/2014 12/18/2015



EPA Approval ICIAP NS 6/11/2014 1/8/2016



Implement ICIAP Per ICIAP



1 Baseline schedule is the Planned schedule from Table 6-1 of the draft RDWP, August 2013.



NS means no schedule (timeframe) specified in UAO.



NA means the item was not included in the baseline schedule.



Remedial Contractor Procurement - Gamma and ET Caps



Remedial Action Work Plan  - Gamma and ET Caps



5 Per EPA 5/2/14 comments on the ICIAP, the comments are preliminary and additional comments may be provided at a later date.



2 The stormwater pipe element is for cleaning and removal of sediment within the stormwater piping and the RA-J element is excavation of upper 6 inches 
of soil and removal / transport onto the FMC Plant Site for use as general fill during site-wide grading.



Institutional Control Program



Soil Remedial Action - Capping Phase (Gamma and ET Caps)



3 Based on EPA's July 15, 2015 verbal approval of FMC's July 2, 2015 request for an extension, the revised Draft PSVP and Draft OM&M Plan were 
submitted with affected text and/or sections shown in yellow highlight on July 27, 2015.



4 Procurement, award and start of construction of 2015 ET Capping Phase.
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Groundwater Remedial Design / Remedial Action Preliminary Schedule (Rev 9.4) 



RD Deliverable/Work Element Schedule per UAO Baseline1 



Planned
Revised Plan Actual



Submit Remedial Design Work Plan W/in 45 days EPA approval SC 8/12/2013



EPA Comments on RDWP NS 9/13/2013 10/28 and 12/12/2013



Submit Final RDWP 14 days or as specified by EPA 9/27/2013 12/19/2013



EPA Approval RDWP NS 10/14/2013 12/19/2013



Groundwater Extraction Zone Hydrogeologic (EZH) Work Plan W/in 60 days EPA approval SC 7/15/2013



EPA Comments on GW EZH Work Plan NS 8/16/2013 9/16 and 12/6/2013



Submit Final Groundwater EZH Work Plan 14 days or as specified by EPA NA 1/10/2014



EPA approval of Groundwater EZH Work Plan NS 8/16/2013 2/6/2014



Submit GW Bench-top Treatability Study (BTS) Work Plan NS NA 5/23/2014



PT Field Work Per GW EZH Work Plan 8/26 to 11/8/2013 3/24 to 5/13/2014



Submit GW EZH Report Per GW EZH Work Plan 1/10/2014 8/4/2014



EPA Comments on GW EZH Report NS 2/7/2014 12/4/2014



Submit Revised GW EZH Report 14 days or as specified by EPA 2/14/2014 1/9/2015



EPA approval GW EZH Report NS 2/28/2014 10/18/2015



Laboratory Bench-topTreatability Study Per BTS Work Plan NA 7/22 to 8/13/2014



Submit BTS Report in GW Remedy - 30% Design Package Per BTS Work Plan NA 1/30/2015



Submit Groundwater Remedy - 30% Design Package
 45 days after EPA approval of GW 



EZH Report
3/24/2014 1/30/2015



EPA Comments on 30% RD Package NS 4/21/2014 5/1/2015



Submit Work Plans for GW Treatment Plant Foundation 
Design and Infiltration Basin Geotechnical Evaluations



NS NA 7/22/2015



EPA Comments on Geotechnical Evaluation Work Plans NS NA 8/7/2015



EPA Follow-up Comments to FMC Groundwater Flow 
Modeling Update Presentation of July 1, 2015



NS NA 7/17/2015



Submit Work Plan for Pneumatic Testing of Select FMC OU 
and Off-Plant OU Wells for Hydraulic Conductivity



NS NA 7/31/2015



EPA Comments on Work Plan for Pneumatic Testing for HC NS NA 8/7/2015



Submit Responses and Revised Work Plans for Geotechnical 
Evaluations and Pneumatic Testing for HC



NS NA 8/14/2015



EPA approval Work Plans for Geotechnical Evaluations and 
Pneumatic Testing for HC



NS NA 8/24/2015



Field Implementation of Work Plans for Geotechnical 
Evaluations and Pneumatic Testing for HC



Per schedules in the Work Plans NA 8/25 to 8/28/2015



Submit Groundwater Remedy - 60% Design Package 2
90 days after EPA comments on 



30% RD
7/21/2014 11/27/2015



EPA Comments on 60% RD Package NS 8/22/2014 1/15/2016



Submit Pre-Final (90/95%) Groundwater RD Package 
90 days after receipt of EPA 



comments on 60% RD
10/24/2014 3/11/2016



EPA Comments on Pre-Final RD Package NS 11/24/2014 4/15/2016



Submit Groundwater Remedy Final RD Package
21 days after receipt of EPA 
comments on Pre-final RD



12/15/2014 5/6/2016



Remedial Design Work Plan



Performance Testing (PT) Work Plans - Groundwater Remedy



Execute PTs to support Groundwater (GW) Remedial Design



Remedial Design - Groundwater Remedy
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Groundwater Remedial Design / Remedial Action Preliminary Schedule (Rev 9.4) 



RD Deliverable/Work Element Schedule per UAO Baseline1 



Planned
Revised Plan Actual



Submit Draft RAWP Groundwater Remedy Concurrent with Pre-Final RD 10/24/2014 3/11/2016



EPA Comments on RAWP NS 11/24/2014 4/15/2016



Submit Groundwater Remedy Final RAWP Concurrent with Final RD 12/15/2014 5/6/2016



Bid Package Preparation Groundwater Remedy NS 10/30/2014 2/8/2016



Evaluate Bids / Recommendation NS 12/19/2014 3/11/2016



EPA Approval Groundwater Remedy Final RD and RAWP NS 1/15/2015 5/20/2016



Award RA Contract - Groundwater 45 days after EPA approval RAWP 3/1/2015 4/29/2016



Pre-Construction Inspection and Meeting 30 days after Award RA Contract 3/31/2015 5/24/2016



Start of Construction 15 days after Pre-Con Meeting 4/14/2015 5/25/2016



1 Baseline schedule is the Planned schedule from Table 6-2 of the draft RDWP, August 2013.



NS means no schedule (timeframe) specified in UAO.



NA means the item was not included in the baseline schedule.



2 FMC is preparing a 60% Intermediate RD for submittal to EPA for comment. The Intermediate RD will: 1) be a continuation and expansion of the preliminary 
design; 2) address all EPA’s comments regarding the Preliminary RD; and 3) include the same elements as are required for the Preliminary RD.  The November 
27, 2015 date for submittal of the 60% Intermediate RD is based on EPA November 13, 2015 verbal approval of the extension.



Remedial Contractor Procurement



Groundwater Remedial Action



Remedial Action Work Plan  - Groundwater Remedy
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: Further discussions regarding the FMC flow model for design of extraction network for Superfund remedy
Date: Monday, November 23, 2015 5:11:21 PM


From: Ross, Randall 
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 10:29 AM
To: Zavala, Bernie <Zavala.Bernie@epa.gov>
Cc: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; mbeljin@cinci.rr.com;
 Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov
Subject: RE: Further discussions regarding the FMC flow model for design of extraction network for
 Superfund remedy
 
Greetings Bernie,
 
I want to follow up on our discussion yesterday afternoon.  Here is my line of thinking at this time.
 
First, I want to acknowledge the effort that FMC has put into the slug testing and modeling effort to date.  Their
 slug test results confirmed the presence of very high K sediments in the eastern portion of the model domain
 associated with the Michaud gravels.  The slug tests also indicated that the “old” model values were higher than
 observed values in 10 of the 12 wells located west of the Simplot site. 
 
Our hope was that the new slug test data would be used to constrain the K distribution within the model.  However,
 it appears that the range of K values (up to 30,000+ ft/d) was applied across the entire site within PEST, resulting
 in a K distribution with a low RMSE, but does not fit the geologic conceptual model.  From a hydrogeologic point
 of view, I can envision depositional settings with extremely high K values (e.g., Michaud gravels).  However, I’m
 not convinced that these same extreme K values are present in the area west of Simplot where most of the
 observed K values are less than about 150 ft/d and only two are higher (e.g., MW108A and MW501).  When I
 asked the MWH modeler about this he invoked debris flows from of the Bannock range and basically stated that
 we couldn’t prove otherwise.  Both of these points I disagree with, and in hind sight should have done so
 vociferously during the calls.  During a previous conference call we were asked to give some guidelines regarding
 the acceptable K values in the model.  We told them that an order of magnitude difference from the field
 measurements is acceptable.  However, it is not only the values I am concerned with but also the distribution and
 shapes of the K zones that appear to be due more to the numerical experiments than due to the real geologic
 processes.
 
The simulated pumping system was optimized, based on the pre-determined number of wells, as well as the total
 pumping volume.  However, the next step was not take – simulate what configuration would be required to ensure
 the complete capture.  I suspect this will occur in the near future.
 
On the positive side, assuming the current K distribution is overly biased high, any groundwater extraction system
 that is simulated/designed to maintain capture of the plume will have a conservative design (e.g., it will be
 overdesigned).
 
Another underlying problem with this modeling effort relates to the lack of data from the Simplot site and the input
 from the hydrogeologists who worked on the Simplot site for years.  This can only result in problems down the
 line.
 
I’ll be glad to talk about these issues more at your convenience.  However, I will be in training most
 of the afternoon.
Best regards,
rrr
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Randall R. Ross, Ph.D.
R.S. Kerr Environmental Research Center
P.O. Box 1198/919 Kerr Research Drive
Ada, OK  74820
(580)436-8611; FAX (580)436-8615
http://www.epa.gov/ada/
 


From: Zavala, Bernie 
Sent: Monday, November 16, 2015 5:12 PM
To: Ross, Randall
Cc: Williams, Jonathan
Subject: Further discussions regarding the FMC flow model for design of extraction network for
 Superfund remedy
 
Randall,
 
Jonathan and I call you this afternoon around 2:00 p.m. and you were not in the office.  We wanted
 to discuss in further detail the short conversation we had this morning regarding your second
 thoughts on the modeling runs that were presented last Friday by MWH/FMC,  which took place last
 Friday 11/13/2015.  You mentioned that you would be willing to put together comments that EPA-


Region 10 could forward to MWH regarding concerns on what was presented on November 11th,
 please do so.  I also have some concerns and it could of been addressed if I was present during the
 call or because I didn’t hear the narrative that went with the presentation.  It looks, from my
 observation that  pumping 505 gpm with 11-extraction wells will not contain the groundwater flow
 field that needs to be contained and the distributions of “K” map or distribution of known K doesn’t
 match with the updated model.  The updated K distributions seem odd.  Also, why wasn’t a model
 run performed to determine what was needed to contain all of the flow paths.
 
I’m available tomorrow from 8:30 a.m. to 10:00 a.m. and then again any time after 12:00 p.m.
 tomorrow.
 
Bernie
 
********************************
Bernie Zavala, Hydrogeologist, LG LHG
US EPA, Region 10
Office of Environmental Assessment
1200 6th Avenue, OEA-095
Seattle, WA   98101
Phone: 206-553-1562
Zavala.Bernie@EPA.Gov
*********************************
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: Further discussions regarding the FMC flow model for design of extraction network for Superfund remedy
Date: Monday, November 23, 2015 5:10:59 PM


From: Zavala, Bernie 
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 11:54 AM
To: Ross, Randall <Ross.Randall@epa.gov>
Cc: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; mbeljin@cinci.rr.com;
 Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov
Subject: RE: Further discussions regarding the FMC flow model for design of extraction network for
 Superfund remedy
 
Randall,
 
Thanks for the follow up regarding our discussion both Jonathan and I would like to have a
 discussion with this team or everyone on this email to discussion our observations and next steps
 regarding this modeling effort.  It sounds like you (Randall) are in training this afternoon and I will
 also be in training on Wednesday and Thursday of this week. Is it possible to have a call late morning


 pacific time this Friday November 20th?  Scott it would be great to have you on this call too. So if


 everyone can check their calendar for Friday Nov. 20th let’s say 10:30 a.m. pacific time and get back
 with me, that would be great. Thanks and once I hear from you all I will send out an invite for your
 calendar.
 
Bernie
 
********************************
Bernie Zavala, Hydrogeologist, LG LHG
US EPA, Region 10
Office of Environmental Assessment
1200 6th Avenue, OEA-095
Seattle, WA   98101
Phone: 206-553-1562
Zavala.Bernie@EPA.Gov
*********************************
 


From: Ross, Randall 
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 10:29 AM
To: Zavala, Bernie <Zavala.Bernie@epa.gov>
Cc: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; mbeljin@cinci.rr.com;
 Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov
Subject: RE: Further discussions regarding the FMC flow model for design of extraction network for
 Superfund remedy
 
Greetings Bernie,
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I want to follow up on our discussion yesterday afternoon.  Here is my line of thinking at this time.
 
First, I want to acknowledge the effort that FMC has put into the slug testing and modeling effort to date.  Their
 slug test results confirmed the presence of very high K sediments in the eastern portion of the model domain
 associated with the Michaud gravels.  The slug tests also indicated that the “old” model values were higher than
 observed values in 10 of the 12 wells located west of the Simplot site. 
 
Our hope was that the new slug test data would be used to constrain the K distribution within the model.  However,
 it appears that the range of K values (up to 30,000+ ft/d) was applied across the entire site within PEST, resulting
 in a K distribution with a low RMSE, but does not fit the geologic conceptual model.  From a hydrogeologic point
 of view, I can envision depositional settings with extremely high K values (e.g., Michaud gravels).  However, I’m
 not convinced that these same extreme K values are present in the area west of Simplot where most of the
 observed K values are less than about 150 ft/d and only two are higher (e.g., MW108A and MW501).  When I
 asked the MWH modeler about this he invoked debris flows from of the Bannock range and basically stated that
 we couldn’t prove otherwise.  Both of these points I disagree with, and in hind sight should have done so
 vociferously during the calls.  During a previous conference call we were asked to give some guidelines regarding
 the acceptable K values in the model.  We told them that an order of magnitude difference from the field
 measurements is acceptable.  However, it is not only the values I am concerned with but also the distribution and
 shapes of the K zones that appear to be due more to the numerical experiments than due to the real geologic
 processes.
 
The simulated pumping system was optimized, based on the pre-determined number of wells, as well as the total
 pumping volume.  However, the next step was not take – simulate what configuration would be required to ensure
 the complete capture.  I suspect this will occur in the near future.
 
On the positive side, assuming the current K distribution is overly biased high, any groundwater extraction system
 that is simulated/designed to maintain capture of the plume will have a conservative design (e.g., it will be
 overdesigned).
 
Another underlying problem with this modeling effort relates to the lack of data from the Simplot site and the input
 from the hydrogeologists who worked on the Simplot site for years.  This can only result in problems down the
 line.
 
I’ll be glad to talk about these issues more at your convenience.  However, I will be in training most
 of the afternoon.
Best regards,
rrr
 
Randall R. Ross, Ph.D.
R.S. Kerr Environmental Research Center
P.O. Box 1198/919 Kerr Research Drive
Ada, OK  74820
(580)436-8611; FAX (580)436-8615
http://www.epa.gov/ada/
 


From: Zavala, Bernie 
Sent: Monday, November 16, 2015 5:12 PM
To: Ross, Randall
Cc: Williams, Jonathan
Subject: Further discussions regarding the FMC flow model for design of extraction network for
 Superfund remedy
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Randall,
 
Jonathan and I call you this afternoon around 2:00 p.m. and you were not in the office.  We wanted
 to discuss in further detail the short conversation we had this morning regarding your second
 thoughts on the modeling runs that were presented last Friday by MWH/FMC,  which took place last
 Friday 11/13/2015.  You mentioned that you would be willing to put together comments that EPA-


Region 10 could forward to MWH regarding concerns on what was presented on November 11th,
 please do so.  I also have some concerns and it could of been addressed if I was present during the
 call or because I didn’t hear the narrative that went with the presentation.  It looks, from my
 observation that  pumping 505 gpm with 11-extraction wells will not contain the groundwater flow
 field that needs to be contained and the distributions of “K” map or distribution of known K doesn’t
 match with the updated model.  The updated K distributions seem odd.  Also, why wasn’t a model
 run performed to determine what was needed to contain all of the flow paths.
 
I’m available tomorrow from 8:30 a.m. to 10:00 a.m. and then again any time after 12:00 p.m.
 tomorrow.
 
Bernie
 
********************************
Bernie Zavala, Hydrogeologist, LG LHG
US EPA, Region 10
Office of Environmental Assessment
1200 6th Avenue, OEA-095
Seattle, WA   98101
Phone: 206-553-1562
Zavala.Bernie@EPA.Gov
*********************************
 



mailto:Zavala.Bernie@EPA.Gov






From: Williams, Jonathan
To: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: Further discussions regarding the FMC flow model for design of extraction network for Superfund remedy
Date: Monday, November 23, 2015 5:10:29 PM


From: Ross, Randall 
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 1:17 PM
To: Zavala, Bernie <Zavala.Bernie@epa.gov>
Cc: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; mbeljin@cinci.rr.com;
 Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov
Subject: RE: Further discussions regarding the FMC flow model for design of extraction network for
 Superfund remedy
 
Friday Nov. 20 at 10:30 PST/12:30 CST/1:30 EST works for me.
 
Randall R. Ross, Ph.D.
R.S. Kerr Environmental Research Center
P.O. Box 1198/919 Kerr Research Drive
Ada, OK  74820
(580)436-8611; FAX (580)436-8615
http://www.epa.gov/ada/
 


From: Zavala, Bernie 
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 1:54 PM
To: Ross, Randall
Cc: Williams, Jonathan; mbeljin@cinci.rr.com; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov
Subject: RE: Further discussions regarding the FMC flow model for design of extraction network for
 Superfund remedy
 
Randall,
 
Thanks for the follow up regarding our discussion both Jonathan and I would like to have a
 discussion with this team or everyone on this email to discussion our observations and next steps
 regarding this modeling effort.  It sounds like you (Randall) are in training this afternoon and I will
 also be in training on Wednesday and Thursday of this week. Is it possible to have a call late morning


 pacific time this Friday November 20th?  Scott it would be great to have you on this call too. So if


 everyone can check their calendar for Friday Nov. 20th let’s say 10:30 a.m. pacific time and get back
 with me, that would be great. Thanks and once I hear from you all I will send out an invite for your
 calendar.
 
Bernie
 
********************************
Bernie Zavala, Hydrogeologist, LG LHG
US EPA, Region 10
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Office of Environmental Assessment
1200 6th Avenue, OEA-095
Seattle, WA   98101
Phone: 206-553-1562
Zavala.Bernie@EPA.Gov
*********************************
 


From: Ross, Randall 
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 10:29 AM
To: Zavala, Bernie <Zavala.Bernie@epa.gov>
Cc: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; mbeljin@cinci.rr.com;
 Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov
Subject: RE: Further discussions regarding the FMC flow model for design of extraction network for
 Superfund remedy
 
Greetings Bernie,
 
I want to follow up on our discussion yesterday afternoon.  Here is my line of thinking at this time.
 
First, I want to acknowledge the effort that FMC has put into the slug testing and modeling effort to date.  Their
 slug test results confirmed the presence of very high K sediments in the eastern portion of the model domain
 associated with the Michaud gravels.  The slug tests also indicated that the “old” model values were higher than
 observed values in 10 of the 12 wells located west of the Simplot site. 
 
Our hope was that the new slug test data would be used to constrain the K distribution within the model.  However,
 it appears that the range of K values (up to 30,000+ ft/d) was applied across the entire site within PEST, resulting
 in a K distribution with a low RMSE, but does not fit the geologic conceptual model.  From a hydrogeologic point
 of view, I can envision depositional settings with extremely high K values (e.g., Michaud gravels).  However, I’m
 not convinced that these same extreme K values are present in the area west of Simplot where most of the
 observed K values are less than about 150 ft/d and only two are higher (e.g., MW108A and MW501).  When I
 asked the MWH modeler about this he invoked debris flows from of the Bannock range and basically stated that
 we couldn’t prove otherwise.  Both of these points I disagree with, and in hind sight should have done so
 vociferously during the calls.  During a previous conference call we were asked to give some guidelines regarding
 the acceptable K values in the model.  We told them that an order of magnitude difference from the field
 measurements is acceptable.  However, it is not only the values I am concerned with but also the distribution and
 shapes of the K zones that appear to be due more to the numerical experiments than due to the real geologic
 processes.
 
The simulated pumping system was optimized, based on the pre-determined number of wells, as well as the total
 pumping volume.  However, the next step was not take – simulate what configuration would be required to ensure
 the complete capture.  I suspect this will occur in the near future.
 
On the positive side, assuming the current K distribution is overly biased high, any groundwater extraction system
 that is simulated/designed to maintain capture of the plume will have a conservative design (e.g., it will be
 overdesigned).
 
Another underlying problem with this modeling effort relates to the lack of data from the Simplot site and the input
 from the hydrogeologists who worked on the Simplot site for years.  This can only result in problems down the
 line.
 
I’ll be glad to talk about these issues more at your convenience.  However, I will be in training most
 of the afternoon.
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Best regards,
rrr
 
Randall R. Ross, Ph.D.
R.S. Kerr Environmental Research Center
P.O. Box 1198/919 Kerr Research Drive
Ada, OK  74820
(580)436-8611; FAX (580)436-8615
http://www.epa.gov/ada/
 


From: Zavala, Bernie 
Sent: Monday, November 16, 2015 5:12 PM
To: Ross, Randall
Cc: Williams, Jonathan
Subject: Further discussions regarding the FMC flow model for design of extraction network for
 Superfund remedy
 
Randall,
 
Jonathan and I call you this afternoon around 2:00 p.m. and you were not in the office.  We wanted
 to discuss in further detail the short conversation we had this morning regarding your second
 thoughts on the modeling runs that were presented last Friday by MWH/FMC,  which took place last
 Friday 11/13/2015.  You mentioned that you would be willing to put together comments that EPA-


Region 10 could forward to MWH regarding concerns on what was presented on November 11th,
 please do so.  I also have some concerns and it could of been addressed if I was present during the
 call or because I didn’t hear the narrative that went with the presentation.  It looks, from my
 observation that  pumping 505 gpm with 11-extraction wells will not contain the groundwater flow
 field that needs to be contained and the distributions of “K” map or distribution of known K doesn’t
 match with the updated model.  The updated K distributions seem odd.  Also, why wasn’t a model
 run performed to determine what was needed to contain all of the flow paths.
 
I’m available tomorrow from 8:30 a.m. to 10:00 a.m. and then again any time after 12:00 p.m.
 tomorrow.
 
Bernie
 
********************************
Bernie Zavala, Hydrogeologist, LG LHG
US EPA, Region 10
Office of Environmental Assessment
1200 6th Avenue, OEA-095
Seattle, WA   98101
Phone: 206-553-1562
Zavala.Bernie@EPA.Gov
*********************************
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: Further discussions regarding the FMC flow model for design of extraction network for Superfund remedy
Date: Monday, November 23, 2015 5:10:04 PM


From: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov [mailto:Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 2:10 PM
To: Ross, Randall <Ross.Randall@epa.gov>; Zavala, Bernie <Zavala.Bernie@epa.gov>
Cc: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; mbeljin@cinci.rr.com
Subject: RE: Further discussions regarding the FMC flow model for design of extraction network for
 Superfund remedy
 


Sorry, I can’t make Friday, I have Monday the 23rd open.
 


Scott A. Miller, P.G.
Hydrogeologist | Idaho DEQ
ph: (208) 373-0328
 
From: Ross, Randall [mailto:Ross.Randall@epa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 2:17 PM
To: Zavala, Bernie
Cc: Williams, Jonathan; mbeljin@cinci.rr.com; Scott Miller
Subject: RE: Further discussions regarding the FMC flow model for design of extraction network for
 Superfund remedy
 
Friday Nov. 20 at 10:30 PST/12:30 CST/1:30 EST works for me.
 
Randall R. Ross, Ph.D.
R.S. Kerr Environmental Research Center
P.O. Box 1198/919 Kerr Research Drive
Ada, OK  74820
(580)436-8611; FAX (580)436-8615
http://www.epa.gov/ada/
 


From: Zavala, Bernie 
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 1:54 PM
To: Ross, Randall
Cc: Williams, Jonathan; mbeljin@cinci.rr.com; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov
Subject: RE: Further discussions regarding the FMC flow model for design of extraction network for
 Superfund remedy
 
Randall,
 
Thanks for the follow up regarding our discussion both Jonathan and I would like to have a
 discussion with this team or everyone on this email to discussion our observations and next steps
 regarding this modeling effort.  It sounds like you (Randall) are in training this afternoon and I will
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 also be in training on Wednesday and Thursday of this week. Is it possible to have a call late morning


 pacific time this Friday November 20th?  Scott it would be great to have you on this call too. So if


 everyone can check their calendar for Friday Nov. 20th let’s say 10:30 a.m. pacific time and get back
 with me, that would be great. Thanks and once I hear from you all I will send out an invite for your
 calendar.
 
Bernie
 
********************************
Bernie Zavala, Hydrogeologist, LG LHG
US EPA, Region 10
Office of Environmental Assessment
1200 6th Avenue, OEA-095
Seattle, WA   98101
Phone: 206-553-1562
Zavala.Bernie@EPA.Gov
*********************************
 


From: Ross, Randall 
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 10:29 AM
To: Zavala, Bernie <Zavala.Bernie@epa.gov>
Cc: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; mbeljin@cinci.rr.com;
 Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov
Subject: RE: Further discussions regarding the FMC flow model for design of extraction network for
 Superfund remedy
 
Greetings Bernie,
 
I want to follow up on our discussion yesterday afternoon.  Here is my line of thinking at this time.
 
First, I want to acknowledge the effort that FMC has put into the slug testing and modeling effort to date.  Their
 slug test results confirmed the presence of very high K sediments in the eastern portion of the model domain
 associated with the Michaud gravels.  The slug tests also indicated that the “old” model values were higher than
 observed values in 10 of the 12 wells located west of the Simplot site. 
 
Our hope was that the new slug test data would be used to constrain the K distribution within the model.  However,
 it appears that the range of K values (up to 30,000+ ft/d) was applied across the entire site within PEST, resulting
 in a K distribution with a low RMSE, but does not fit the geologic conceptual model.  From a hydrogeologic point
 of view, I can envision depositional settings with extremely high K values (e.g., Michaud gravels).  However, I’m
 not convinced that these same extreme K values are present in the area west of Simplot where most of the
 observed K values are less than about 150 ft/d and only two are higher (e.g., MW108A and MW501).  When I
 asked the MWH modeler about this he invoked debris flows from of the Bannock range and basically stated that
 we couldn’t prove otherwise.  Both of these points I disagree with, and in hind sight should have done so
 vociferously during the calls.  During a previous conference call we were asked to give some guidelines regarding
 the acceptable K values in the model.  We told them that an order of magnitude difference from the field
 measurements is acceptable.  However, it is not only the values I am concerned with but also the distribution and
 shapes of the K zones that appear to be due more to the numerical experiments than due to the real geologic
 processes.
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The simulated pumping system was optimized, based on the pre-determined number of wells, as well as the total
 pumping volume.  However, the next step was not take – simulate what configuration would be required to ensure
 the complete capture.  I suspect this will occur in the near future.
 
On the positive side, assuming the current K distribution is overly biased high, any groundwater extraction system
 that is simulated/designed to maintain capture of the plume will have a conservative design (e.g., it will be
 overdesigned).
 
Another underlying problem with this modeling effort relates to the lack of data from the Simplot site and the input
 from the hydrogeologists who worked on the Simplot site for years.  This can only result in problems down the
 line.
 
I’ll be glad to talk about these issues more at your convenience.  However, I will be in training most
 of the afternoon.
Best regards,
rrr
 
Randall R. Ross, Ph.D.
R.S. Kerr Environmental Research Center
P.O. Box 1198/919 Kerr Research Drive
Ada, OK  74820
(580)436-8611; FAX (580)436-8615
http://www.epa.gov/ada/
 


From: Zavala, Bernie 
Sent: Monday, November 16, 2015 5:12 PM
To: Ross, Randall
Cc: Williams, Jonathan
Subject: Further discussions regarding the FMC flow model for design of extraction network for
 Superfund remedy
 
Randall,
 
Jonathan and I call you this afternoon around 2:00 p.m. and you were not in the office.  We wanted
 to discuss in further detail the short conversation we had this morning regarding your second
 thoughts on the modeling runs that were presented last Friday by MWH/FMC,  which took place last
 Friday 11/13/2015.  You mentioned that you would be willing to put together comments that EPA-


Region 10 could forward to MWH regarding concerns on what was presented on November 11th,
 please do so.  I also have some concerns and it could of been addressed if I was present during the
 call or because I didn’t hear the narrative that went with the presentation.  It looks, from my
 observation that  pumping 505 gpm with 11-extraction wells will not contain the groundwater flow
 field that needs to be contained and the distributions of “K” map or distribution of known K doesn’t
 match with the updated model.  The updated K distributions seem odd.  Also, why wasn’t a model
 run performed to determine what was needed to contain all of the flow paths.
 
I’m available tomorrow from 8:30 a.m. to 10:00 a.m. and then again any time after 12:00 p.m.
 tomorrow.



http://www.epa.gov/ada/





 
Bernie
 
********************************
Bernie Zavala, Hydrogeologist, LG LHG
US EPA, Region 10
Office of Environmental Assessment
1200 6th Avenue, OEA-095
Seattle, WA   98101
Phone: 206-553-1562
Zavala.Bernie@EPA.Gov
*********************************
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: Further discussions regarding the FMC flow model for design of extraction network for Superfund remedy
Date: Monday, November 23, 2015 5:09:41 PM


From: Zavala, Bernie 
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 2:38 PM
To: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Ross, Randall <Ross.Randall@epa.gov>
Cc: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; mbeljin@cinci.rr.com
Subject: RE: Further discussions regarding the FMC flow model for design of extraction network for
 Superfund remedy
 
It is hard to get folks together and I know we are all very busy, so how does this sounds.  Option 1- if


 Randall and Milovan can make Monday Nov.23rd at 1:00 pm pacific time let us do this call then.  If


 not option 2- Jonathan and I will call Randall and Milovan this Friday (Nov.20th)  and then Jonathan


 and I will call Scott on Monday Nov. 23rd.  Let me know what works and would be great if you can
 let me know by today.  Thanks
 
Bernie
********************************
Bernie Zavala, Hydrogeologist, LG LHG
US EPA, Region 10
Office of Environmental Assessment
1200 6th Avenue, OEA-095
Seattle, WA   98101
Phone: 206-553-1562
Zavala.Bernie@EPA.Gov
*********************************
 


From: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov [mailto:Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 2:10 PM
To: Ross, Randall <Ross.Randall@epa.gov>; Zavala, Bernie <Zavala.Bernie@epa.gov>
Cc: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; mbeljin@cinci.rr.com
Subject: RE: Further discussions regarding the FMC flow model for design of extraction network for
 Superfund remedy
 


Sorry, I can’t make Friday, I have Monday the 23rd open.
 


Scott A. Miller, P.G.
Hydrogeologist | Idaho DEQ
ph: (208) 373-0328
 
From: Ross, Randall [mailto:Ross.Randall@epa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 2:17 PM
To: Zavala, Bernie
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Cc: Williams, Jonathan; mbeljin@cinci.rr.com; Scott Miller
Subject: RE: Further discussions regarding the FMC flow model for design of extraction network for
 Superfund remedy
 
Friday Nov. 20 at 10:30 PST/12:30 CST/1:30 EST works for me.
 
Randall R. Ross, Ph.D.
R.S. Kerr Environmental Research Center
P.O. Box 1198/919 Kerr Research Drive
Ada, OK  74820
(580)436-8611; FAX (580)436-8615
http://www.epa.gov/ada/
 


From: Zavala, Bernie 
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 1:54 PM
To: Ross, Randall
Cc: Williams, Jonathan; mbeljin@cinci.rr.com; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov
Subject: RE: Further discussions regarding the FMC flow model for design of extraction network for
 Superfund remedy
 
Randall,
 
Thanks for the follow up regarding our discussion both Jonathan and I would like to have a
 discussion with this team or everyone on this email to discussion our observations and next steps
 regarding this modeling effort.  It sounds like you (Randall) are in training this afternoon and I will
 also be in training on Wednesday and Thursday of this week. Is it possible to have a call late morning


 pacific time this Friday November 20th?  Scott it would be great to have you on this call too. So if


 everyone can check their calendar for Friday Nov. 20th let’s say 10:30 a.m. pacific time and get back
 with me, that would be great. Thanks and once I hear from you all I will send out an invite for your
 calendar.
 
Bernie
 
********************************
Bernie Zavala, Hydrogeologist, LG LHG
US EPA, Region 10
Office of Environmental Assessment
1200 6th Avenue, OEA-095
Seattle, WA   98101
Phone: 206-553-1562
Zavala.Bernie@EPA.Gov
*********************************
 


From: Ross, Randall 
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 10:29 AM
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To: Zavala, Bernie <Zavala.Bernie@epa.gov>
Cc: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; mbeljin@cinci.rr.com;
 Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov
Subject: RE: Further discussions regarding the FMC flow model for design of extraction network for
 Superfund remedy
 
Greetings Bernie,
 
I want to follow up on our discussion yesterday afternoon.  Here is my line of thinking at this time.
 
First, I want to acknowledge the effort that FMC has put into the slug testing and modeling effort to date.  Their
 slug test results confirmed the presence of very high K sediments in the eastern portion of the model domain
 associated with the Michaud gravels.  The slug tests also indicated that the “old” model values were higher than
 observed values in 10 of the 12 wells located west of the Simplot site. 
 
Our hope was that the new slug test data would be used to constrain the K distribution within the model.  However,
 it appears that the range of K values (up to 30,000+ ft/d) was applied across the entire site within PEST, resulting
 in a K distribution with a low RMSE, but does not fit the geologic conceptual model.  From a hydrogeologic point
 of view, I can envision depositional settings with extremely high K values (e.g., Michaud gravels).  However, I’m
 not convinced that these same extreme K values are present in the area west of Simplot where most of the
 observed K values are less than about 150 ft/d and only two are higher (e.g., MW108A and MW501).  When I
 asked the MWH modeler about this he invoked debris flows from of the Bannock range and basically stated that
 we couldn’t prove otherwise.  Both of these points I disagree with, and in hind sight should have done so
 vociferously during the calls.  During a previous conference call we were asked to give some guidelines regarding
 the acceptable K values in the model.  We told them that an order of magnitude difference from the field
 measurements is acceptable.  However, it is not only the values I am concerned with but also the distribution and
 shapes of the K zones that appear to be due more to the numerical experiments than due to the real geologic
 processes.
 
The simulated pumping system was optimized, based on the pre-determined number of wells, as well as the total
 pumping volume.  However, the next step was not take – simulate what configuration would be required to ensure
 the complete capture.  I suspect this will occur in the near future.
 
On the positive side, assuming the current K distribution is overly biased high, any groundwater extraction system
 that is simulated/designed to maintain capture of the plume will have a conservative design (e.g., it will be
 overdesigned).
 
Another underlying problem with this modeling effort relates to the lack of data from the Simplot site and the input
 from the hydrogeologists who worked on the Simplot site for years.  This can only result in problems down the
 line.
 
I’ll be glad to talk about these issues more at your convenience.  However, I will be in training most
 of the afternoon.
Best regards,
rrr
 
Randall R. Ross, Ph.D.
R.S. Kerr Environmental Research Center
P.O. Box 1198/919 Kerr Research Drive
Ada, OK  74820
(580)436-8611; FAX (580)436-8615
http://www.epa.gov/ada/
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From: Zavala, Bernie 
Sent: Monday, November 16, 2015 5:12 PM
To: Ross, Randall
Cc: Williams, Jonathan
Subject: Further discussions regarding the FMC flow model for design of extraction network for
 Superfund remedy
 
Randall,
 
Jonathan and I call you this afternoon around 2:00 p.m. and you were not in the office.  We wanted
 to discuss in further detail the short conversation we had this morning regarding your second
 thoughts on the modeling runs that were presented last Friday by MWH/FMC,  which took place last
 Friday 11/13/2015.  You mentioned that you would be willing to put together comments that EPA-


Region 10 could forward to MWH regarding concerns on what was presented on November 11th,
 please do so.  I also have some concerns and it could of been addressed if I was present during the
 call or because I didn’t hear the narrative that went with the presentation.  It looks, from my
 observation that  pumping 505 gpm with 11-extraction wells will not contain the groundwater flow
 field that needs to be contained and the distributions of “K” map or distribution of known K doesn’t
 match with the updated model.  The updated K distributions seem odd.  Also, why wasn’t a model
 run performed to determine what was needed to contain all of the flow paths.
 
I’m available tomorrow from 8:30 a.m. to 10:00 a.m. and then again any time after 12:00 p.m.
 tomorrow.
 
Bernie
 
********************************
Bernie Zavala, Hydrogeologist, LG LHG
US EPA, Region 10
Office of Environmental Assessment
1200 6th Avenue, OEA-095
Seattle, WA   98101
Phone: 206-553-1562
Zavala.Bernie@EPA.Gov
*********************************
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: Further discussions regarding the FMC flow model for design of extraction network for Superfund remedy
Date: Monday, November 23, 2015 5:08:50 PM


From: Ross, Randall 
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 3:24 PM
To: Zavala, Bernie <Zavala.Bernie@epa.gov>; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov
Cc: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; mbeljin@cinci.rr.com
Subject: RE: Further discussions regarding the FMC flow model for design of extraction network for
 Superfund remedy
 
We will be there!
 
Randall R. Ross, Ph.D.
R.S. Kerr Environmental Research Center
P.O. Box 1198/919 Kerr Research Drive
Ada, OK  74820
(580)436-8611; FAX (580)436-8615
http://www.epa.gov/ada/
 


From: Zavala, Bernie 
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 4:38 PM
To: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Ross, Randall
Cc: Williams, Jonathan; mbeljin@cinci.rr.com
Subject: RE: Further discussions regarding the FMC flow model for design of extraction network for
 Superfund remedy
 
It is hard to get folks together and I know we are all very busy, so how does this sounds.  Option 1- if


 Randall and Milovan can make Monday Nov.23rd at 1:00 pm pacific time let us do this call then.  If


 not option 2- Jonathan and I will call Randall and Milovan this Friday (Nov.20th)  and then Jonathan


 and I will call Scott on Monday Nov. 23rd.  Let me know what works and would be great if you can
 let me know by today.  Thanks
 
Bernie
********************************
Bernie Zavala, Hydrogeologist, LG LHG
US EPA, Region 10
Office of Environmental Assessment
1200 6th Avenue, OEA-095
Seattle, WA   98101
Phone: 206-553-1562
Zavala.Bernie@EPA.Gov
*********************************
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From: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov [mailto:Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 2:10 PM
To: Ross, Randall <Ross.Randall@epa.gov>; Zavala, Bernie <Zavala.Bernie@epa.gov>
Cc: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; mbeljin@cinci.rr.com
Subject: RE: Further discussions regarding the FMC flow model for design of extraction network for
 Superfund remedy
 


Sorry, I can’t make Friday, I have Monday the 23rd open.
 


Scott A. Miller, P.G.
Hydrogeologist | Idaho DEQ
ph: (208) 373-0328
 
From: Ross, Randall [mailto:Ross.Randall@epa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 2:17 PM
To: Zavala, Bernie
Cc: Williams, Jonathan; mbeljin@cinci.rr.com; Scott Miller
Subject: RE: Further discussions regarding the FMC flow model for design of extraction network for
 Superfund remedy
 
Friday Nov. 20 at 10:30 PST/12:30 CST/1:30 EST works for me.
 
Randall R. Ross, Ph.D.
R.S. Kerr Environmental Research Center
P.O. Box 1198/919 Kerr Research Drive
Ada, OK  74820
(580)436-8611; FAX (580)436-8615
http://www.epa.gov/ada/
 


From: Zavala, Bernie 
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 1:54 PM
To: Ross, Randall
Cc: Williams, Jonathan; mbeljin@cinci.rr.com; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov
Subject: RE: Further discussions regarding the FMC flow model for design of extraction network for
 Superfund remedy
 
Randall,
 
Thanks for the follow up regarding our discussion both Jonathan and I would like to have a
 discussion with this team or everyone on this email to discussion our observations and next steps
 regarding this modeling effort.  It sounds like you (Randall) are in training this afternoon and I will
 also be in training on Wednesday and Thursday of this week. Is it possible to have a call late morning


 pacific time this Friday November 20th?  Scott it would be great to have you on this call too. So if


 everyone can check their calendar for Friday Nov. 20th let’s say 10:30 a.m. pacific time and get back
 with me, that would be great. Thanks and once I hear from you all I will send out an invite for your
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 calendar.
 
Bernie
 
********************************
Bernie Zavala, Hydrogeologist, LG LHG
US EPA, Region 10
Office of Environmental Assessment
1200 6th Avenue, OEA-095
Seattle, WA   98101
Phone: 206-553-1562
Zavala.Bernie@EPA.Gov
*********************************
 


From: Ross, Randall 
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 10:29 AM
To: Zavala, Bernie <Zavala.Bernie@epa.gov>
Cc: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; mbeljin@cinci.rr.com;
 Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov
Subject: RE: Further discussions regarding the FMC flow model for design of extraction network for
 Superfund remedy
 
Greetings Bernie,
 
I want to follow up on our discussion yesterday afternoon.  Here is my line of thinking at this time.
 
First, I want to acknowledge the effort that FMC has put into the slug testing and modeling effort to date.  Their
 slug test results confirmed the presence of very high K sediments in the eastern portion of the model domain
 associated with the Michaud gravels.  The slug tests also indicated that the “old” model values were higher than
 observed values in 10 of the 12 wells located west of the Simplot site. 
 
Our hope was that the new slug test data would be used to constrain the K distribution within the model.  However,
 it appears that the range of K values (up to 30,000+ ft/d) was applied across the entire site within PEST, resulting
 in a K distribution with a low RMSE, but does not fit the geologic conceptual model.  From a hydrogeologic point
 of view, I can envision depositional settings with extremely high K values (e.g., Michaud gravels).  However, I’m
 not convinced that these same extreme K values are present in the area west of Simplot where most of the
 observed K values are less than about 150 ft/d and only two are higher (e.g., MW108A and MW501).  When I
 asked the MWH modeler about this he invoked debris flows from of the Bannock range and basically stated that
 we couldn’t prove otherwise.  Both of these points I disagree with, and in hind sight should have done so
 vociferously during the calls.  During a previous conference call we were asked to give some guidelines regarding
 the acceptable K values in the model.  We told them that an order of magnitude difference from the field
 measurements is acceptable.  However, it is not only the values I am concerned with but also the distribution and
 shapes of the K zones that appear to be due more to the numerical experiments than due to the real geologic
 processes.
 
The simulated pumping system was optimized, based on the pre-determined number of wells, as well as the total
 pumping volume.  However, the next step was not take – simulate what configuration would be required to ensure
 the complete capture.  I suspect this will occur in the near future.
 
On the positive side, assuming the current K distribution is overly biased high, any groundwater extraction system
 that is simulated/designed to maintain capture of the plume will have a conservative design (e.g., it will be
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 overdesigned).
 
Another underlying problem with this modeling effort relates to the lack of data from the Simplot site and the input
 from the hydrogeologists who worked on the Simplot site for years.  This can only result in problems down the
 line.
 
I’ll be glad to talk about these issues more at your convenience.  However, I will be in training most
 of the afternoon.
Best regards,
rrr
 
Randall R. Ross, Ph.D.
R.S. Kerr Environmental Research Center
P.O. Box 1198/919 Kerr Research Drive
Ada, OK  74820
(580)436-8611; FAX (580)436-8615
http://www.epa.gov/ada/
 


From: Zavala, Bernie 
Sent: Monday, November 16, 2015 5:12 PM
To: Ross, Randall
Cc: Williams, Jonathan
Subject: Further discussions regarding the FMC flow model for design of extraction network for
 Superfund remedy
 
Randall,
 
Jonathan and I call you this afternoon around 2:00 p.m. and you were not in the office.  We wanted
 to discuss in further detail the short conversation we had this morning regarding your second
 thoughts on the modeling runs that were presented last Friday by MWH/FMC,  which took place last
 Friday 11/13/2015.  You mentioned that you would be willing to put together comments that EPA-


Region 10 could forward to MWH regarding concerns on what was presented on November 11th,
 please do so.  I also have some concerns and it could of been addressed if I was present during the
 call or because I didn’t hear the narrative that went with the presentation.  It looks, from my
 observation that  pumping 505 gpm with 11-extraction wells will not contain the groundwater flow
 field that needs to be contained and the distributions of “K” map or distribution of known K doesn’t
 match with the updated model.  The updated K distributions seem odd.  Also, why wasn’t a model
 run performed to determine what was needed to contain all of the flow paths.
 
I’m available tomorrow from 8:30 a.m. to 10:00 a.m. and then again any time after 12:00 p.m.
 tomorrow.
 
Bernie
 
********************************
Bernie Zavala, Hydrogeologist, LG LHG
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US EPA, Region 10
Office of Environmental Assessment
1200 6th Avenue, OEA-095
Seattle, WA   98101
Phone: 206-553-1562
Zavala.Bernie@EPA.Gov
*********************************
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